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Response to Comments of Jane E. Luckhardt, August 31, 2004 (Letter I134) 

I134-1 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  The level of detail provided is 
sufficient for a program-level document.  

I134-2 
Please see response to Comment I134-9. 

I134-3 
Comment acknowledged.  The co-lead agencies believe the Draft 
EIR/EIS meets or exceeds CEQA and NEPA requirements. 

I134-4 
Specific mitigation measures and performance standards to mitigate 
significant impacts are project-specific level of detail. 

I134-5 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 

I134-6 
Please see Chapter 5 of the Program EIR/EIS and the supporting 
technical report by Cambridge Systematics referenced in the 
Program EIR/EIS. 

I134-7 
Please see response to Comment I134-16. 

I134-8 
Please see response to Comment I134-17. 

I134-9 
The Authority took reasonable and appropriate steps, given its 
limited staff and budget resources, to make the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS widely available to the public, consistent with CEQA and 

NEPA requirements.  Due to the broad public interest in the 
proposed HST system, the Authority distributed over 1,200 copies of 
the CD version of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Draft Program 
EIR/EIS was also available for viewing in hard copy at more than 30 
public libraries, and it was posted (along with the supporting 
technical documents) on the Authority’s website.  The comment 
refers to a federal code section which does not apply here.  Please 
also see standard response 8.1.16. 

I134-10 
The co-lead agencies acknowledge the purpose of the Program 
EIR/EIS to provide sufficient information to support the decisions to 
be made.  In this regard the Co-Lead agencies have determined that 
more information is required to provide a basis for selecting an 
alignment option between Merced and the San Francisco Bay Area.  
Please see standard response 3.15.7 regarding anticipated future 
reviews of alignment options  between  the Central Valley and the 
Bay area and standard response 3.15.2 regarding the more general 
level of review in this PEIR/S and the more detailed impact reviews 
anticipated under the project-level, Tier 2 studies.   

At the programmatic level of environmental review the analysis is 
focused on identifying and highlighting areas of potential impact to 
be avoided and/or considered further during subsequent project 
level environmental review.  If this proposed project is carried to a 
project level of environmental review, preliminary engineering will be 
conducted allowing for a greater precision in the location of the 
proposed HST facilities and their associated configuration/design.  
The project level analysis will provide a more detailed analysis of 
potential direct and indirect affects, based on specific design 
attributes.  The detail of engineering associated with the project 
level environmental analysis will allow the Authority to further 
investigate ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts. 

The development of HST alignment and station options for the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS included an extensive screening analysis in which 
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many alignment and station options were eliminated from further 
consideration due to higher potential for environmental impacts.   
The remaining alignment and station options were analyzed in the 
Program EIR/EIS to identify and compare potential impacts, which 
resulted in the identification of a preferred system of alignment and 
station options.  In this process many additional alignment and 
station options were also eliminated from further consideration (e.g., 
the northern mountain crossing alignment options that traversed 
Henry Coe State Park, See Standard Response 6.3.1).  The 
subsequent preliminary engineering and project level environmental 
review will provide further opportunities to avoid and minimize the 
potential effects to the environment, as more specificity is defined 
for proposed alignments and facilities.  

I134-11 
The HST Alternative is described in Section 2.7 of the Program 
EIR/EIS.  Chapter 6A also describes the preferred HST system of 
alignment and station options for consideration in subsequent 
project level environmental review.  Section 3.18 discusses 
construction methods and potential impacts in general for the 
statewide system. 

I134-12 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.   

I134-13 (and I134-17) 
The Authority and FRA believe that this screening distance of 900 
feet is sufficient to estimate the number and extent of potentially 
noise affected parks and recreation areas at a program level of 
analysis.  The purpose of the screening analysis undertaken is to 
provide a measure of noise-sensitive receivers that are close enough 
to the proposed alignments for noise impact to be possible.  Specific 
HST noise levels will be determined during the project level noise 
assessment.   

The screening procedure provides distances from the center of a 
corridor to define an area enclosed by parallel contours.  However, 

noise and vibration impact criteria relate to the number of people 
who are likely to be annoyed by activity interference.  The areas 
defined by the screening distances along the alignments, together 
with available US census based population density information in GIS 
format, provide a measure of the number of people impacted by HST 
and the other alternatives.  The number of people impacted is a 
parameter for comparing the alternatives. A tabulation of people 
alone is not the only indicator for noise and vibration impacts – 
noise-sensitive institutional and multi-family land uses must also be 
factored in to the assessment.  This information is provided in the 
regional technical reports.  Future project level analysis would 
provide detailed inventories of sensitive land uses.  

FRA’s noise impact criteria are not based on a single Ldn value of 65 
dBA; instead, the criteria are ambient-based, which means they 
include effects of relative changes in ambient noise due to a project.  
The criteria are derived from the expected human annoyance from 
noise exposure established by the US EPA, with consideration of 
levels “requisite to protect public health and welfare with an 
adequate margin of safety” as well as the minimum differences in 
levels required for a change in community reaction.  The 
development of the criteria is explained in Appendix A of the FRA 
guidance manual. 

At the program level, however, a more general rating system is 
appropriate in order to compare the potential severity of noise and 
vibration impacts and the need for mitigation among system 
alternatives and alternative HST corridors.  The impact rating 
methodology provides a comparison of the lengths of corridor where 
mitigation may be required.  This analytic approach provides 
information sufficient to estimate the relative potential for noise 
impact as well as potential mitigation costs associated with each 
alignment option being compared. The Authority followed FRA 
guidance when the analysis was initiated that specified a screening 
distance of 900 feet for new rail corridors in rural areas.   

Please see Standard Response 3.4.1 regarding potential noise 
impacts on wildlife. 
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I134-14 
Please see standard response 2.18.1.    

I134-15 

See Response I134-10. 

I134-16 
Regarding PM2.5:  the air quality analysis for Draft EIR/EIS was 
conducted in 2003 – more than a year before the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency designated PM2.5 non-attainment areas.  These 
designations were based on a review of three full years of monitored 
data, which were not fully compiled at the time of this analysis.  
Three years of data were required to determine compliance with the 
PM2.5 standards.   

The air quality chapters provided in the EIS/EIS are based on the 
data and information that were available at the time that the 
analyses were conducted. 

Regarding PM10 reductions associated with reduced vehicle miles of 
travel (VMT):  changes in PM10 emissions in each air basin were 
estimated by calculating the ratio of the estimated emissions 
generated in an air basin (by the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB)) by the CARB-estimated on-road mobile VMT in that basin, 
and then multiplying the estimated changes in VMT associated with 
the HSR by this ratio.   

The on-road mobile emissions used in the HSR estimates refer only 
to tailpipe emissions.  Road dust emission from both paved and 
unpaved roadways is classified as an area-wide source by CARB.  
Reductions to road dust emissions were not included in the HSR 
analysis.  The emission reductions were therefore not overestimated 
since the emissions from unpaved roads were not decreased due to 
the HSR. 

Regarding changes in CO emissions shown on Table 3.3-9:  changes 
in CO emissions shown on Table 3.3-9 are both on a state-wide and 
an air basin basis.   

Only CO2 (not CO) was considered on a state-wide basis only.  The 
reason for this is that CO2 is not a “criteria” pollutant that is of local 
public health concern.  CO2 is a greenhouse gas pollutant that is of 
concern principally as it may contribute in some way to global 
warming.   

As such, in order to show how changes in CO2 emissions as a result 
of the HSR alternatives might affect global warming, only overall 
state-wide changes were provided. 

Regarding power plant emission estimates associated with HSR 
emissions:   increases in emissions from power plant operations as a 
result of increased HSR power usage were estimated on a statewide 
basis.  These estimates were made using statewide data on the 
different sources of fuel used to generate this energy (i.e., natural 
gas, oil, nuclear, hydroelectric, wind power, etc.).  This information, 
however, cannot be compiled by air basin because the energy 
produced by an individual power plant goes into the region’s power 
grid, and it is the grid that supplies energy to individual users.  There 
is no way to accurately estimate which power plant supplies energy 
to a specific user – even if a facility are located adjacent to a user. 

I134-17 
Please see standard response 3.4.1. 

I134-18 
The growth inducement analysis was conducted for 2020 and 2035.  
The technical report on economic growth effects provided detailed 
results for both analysis years.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS 
presented results for 2035 since these results indicated higher 
potential growth inducement than 2020.  Also, year 2035 results 
reflected a longer time span from system implementation, allowing 
more time for the travel time, cost and accessibility benefits to work 
through the economy.  The HST system was assumed to open in 
about 2017, so 2020 is an appropriate initial analysis year. 

The growth inducement analysis did not make any specific 
assumptions regarding bond interest rates or rating level.  Section 
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5.3.2 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS fully discloses all assumptions 
that were made regarding project financing, including an indication 
that current costs for California’s general obligation bonds were 
considered in preparing the financing assumptions.  Bond interest 
rates and rating levels are not directly relevant to the growth 
inducement analysis.  At the time this analysis was undertaken, the 
annual debt service on a $10 billion bond was within the range of 
the State’s historical and future bonding patterns. 

The co-lead agencies respectfully disagree with the assertion that 
inconsistent funding assumptions were developed for the Modal and 
HST Alternatives.  As noted on Pages 5-9 and 5-10 of the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS, the first $25 billion in capital costs for the Modal 
and HST Alternatives were assumed to come from the same existing 
sources.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS lists of number of possible 
funding sources, and does not assume that specific amounts will be 
raised from any source.  As noted by the commenter, it is possible 
that some funding sources such as state transportation revenues and 
airport user fees might be fully utilized in the near-term.  
Nonetheless, the analysis does not assume that “a large portion of 
these existing tax and fee sources” will be diverted to an HST 
system, so near-term utilization does not affect the analysis results.  
Furthermore, Section 5.5.3 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS presents a 
sensitivity analysis of project cost and funding assumptions.  Results 
from the sensitivity analysis indicate that even if the entire $37 
billion capital cost were funded from increases in state taxes, the 
HST Alternative would still lead to a net statewide increase in jobs 
(409,000) and people (608,000) over the No-Project Alternative.   

The majority of proposed HST station sites are in areas that are 
currently urbanized, and none of the preferred station locations are 
in undeveloped areas.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS directly analyzed 
the differential effects of locating HST stations in rural areas versus 
urbanized areas.  Section 5.3.5 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
summarizes potential effects of shifting the station location to 
outlying and rural areas, and several portions of Section 5.4 provide 
detailed quantification of the potential indirect impacts of locating 
HST stations in outlying areas.  Further detail on the growth impacts 

of outlying stations is presented in Sections 4.2 and 5.2 of the 
technical report on economic growth effects.   

The EIR/EIS analysis indicates that HST station locations, rather than 
potential HST alignments, create the actual accessibility benefits of 
the HST system.  HST stations, not alignments, create the potential 
for induced growth effects and indirect impacts, if any.  Remaining 
station location sites in the Central Valley are either currently 
urbanized or will be urbanized even in the absence of HST.  The 
commenter’s statement regarding the potential for rural stations to 
redirect growth and development away from urban areas was 
reflected in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  In particular the last 
sentence in Section 5.3.5 on Page 5-21 states:  {t]he analysis 
suggests an advantage, both in terms of potential HST ridership 
inducement and growth control, with locating HST stations in or near 
the downtown areas instead of in suburban or undeveloped areas.  
Also, several portions of Section 5.4 of the Program EIR/EIS provide 
detailed quantification of the potential indirect impacts of locating 
HST stations in outlying areas. 

Please see standard response 5.2.6 for issues related to commuters 
currently living in Gilroy or Los Banos.  The Authority did not include 
a potential station at Los Banos as part of the preferred HST 
alignment and station locations, please see standard response 6.11.1 
and standard response 6.3.1. 

The statement related to “additional population growth under the 
HST Alternative…” was in reference to the increment of population 
and employment induced by the HST Alternative, not the total 
increase from existing conditions.  The co-lead agencies 
acknowledge the commenter's contention that many residents of 
communities in the Northern San Joaquin Valley commute to Bay 
Area jobs and will continue to do so in the future.  The analysis and 
results for each system alternative account for this reality.  Please 
see the extensive discussions of long-distance commuting in 
standard response 5.2.4 and standard response 5.2.5. 

Section 5.3.1 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS described the analysis 
methodologies and the factors that would lead to business expansion 
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in an area served by the HST Alternative.  More detailed information 
is provided in Section 3 of the technical report on economic growth 
effects.  The text quoted by the commenter (…the incremental 
employment effect is much larger than the incremental population 
effect…) documents the analysis findings that the HST Alternative 
will not create a widespread “bedroom community impact.” 

Information on development experience around HST stations in 
other cities was detailed in Section 3.3 of the technical report on 
economic growth effects.  This potential for growth concentration 
was directly incorporated into the induced growth and indirect 
impacts analysis at a level appropriate to a program-level EIR/EIS.   

The term “this calculation” cited by the commenter relates to the 
statistic described in the prior sentence on Page 5-22.  The co-lead 
agencies have revised the text in the Final Program EIR/EIS from 
“calculation” to “summary statistic” in order to make the link to the 
prior sentence more explicit.  

The co-lead agencies respectfully disagree with the commenter’s 
contention that the Draft Program EIR/EIS does not discuss 
individual cities or station locations, or that the analysis results are 
insufficient for differentiating between alternative station locations 
within a community.  Each county with a potential HST station site 
was individually analyzed.  Also separate analyses were performed 
for different HST alignment and station options, and were reported 
in Section 5.3.5 of the Draft Program EIR/EIS and Sections 4.2 and 
5.2 of the technical report on economic growth effects.  Also, it is 
important to note that localized site-specific impacts and potential 

mitigations of station design options will be assessed in the project 
level analysis when potential station sites are considered in detail 
and when more detailed information about station access patterns 
and potential roadway modifications will be known.  The design 
detail and analysis tools needed to assess these issues are neither 
available nor necessary for differentiating between statewide system 
alternatives at a program-level.   

The co-lead agencies respectfully disagree with the commenter’s 
contention that the Draft Program EIR/EIS states that “those 
locations with stations will have the highest level of impacts from 
growth.”  While additional economic growth would be expected in 
close proximity to stations, results of analysis presented in Section 5 
of the Program EIR/EIS do not identify any significant impacts from 
the indirect effects of growth inducement at the program level of 
analysis.  In part this result is due to the strategy of locating stations 
at urban centers that are already developed in order to reduce or 
avoid potential impacts.  

I134-19 
Please see standard response 6.3.1. 
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